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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's amendment received 17 May 2004 has been entered. The remarks 
have overcome the rejections recited in the prior office action mailed 17 November 
2004. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 6 - 12, 14, 15, 18, 20, 21 and 25 - 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 5,717,422 to Fergason in view of US 
Patent 5,276,471 to Yamauchi et al. (Yamauchi). 

4. Regarding claim 1, Fergason (Figs. 1 -4) teaches a portable communications 
device (column 3, lines 33 - 35 and column 3, lines 55 - 56, where a handheld display 
is known as a portable) comprising: a light source (320) having a plurality of light 
emitting diode (LED) devices (2r, 2g, 2b, column 5, lines 20 - 23); a liquid crystal 
display panel (3) optically coupled to the light source (column 5, lines 33 - 35) for 
rendering a viewable image (column 6, lines 16 - 20) from the image data (column 4, 
line 66- column 4, line 12); a lens (4, column 3, lines 29-39) optically coupled to the 
display panel (Fig. 3); and a sequential color circuit (5) coupled to the display panel and 



Application/Control Number: 09/910,131 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2674 

the light source such that the light source generates a plurality of colors in sequence 
(column 3, lines 40 - 65), however, Fergason is lacking a wireless transceiver. 

5. Yamauchi (Fig. 5) teaches a head mounted device similar to that of Fergason 
that includes a wireless transceiver that receives audio and image data (52 and 53 and 
column 3, line 50 - column 4, line 26). 

6. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the multimedia head mounted display (column 3, lines 
33 - 35) as taught by Fergason to include a wireless transceiver to receive audio and 
image data as taught by Yamauchi for the benefit of making a head mounted display 
system portable. 

7. Regarding claim 2, Fergason, as applied to claim 1 above, further teaches the 
light source comprises red, green, and blue LEDs (2r, 2g, 2b, column 5, lines 13 - 32). 

8. Regarding claim 6, Fergason, as applied top claim 1 above, further teaches the 
lens magnifies the image on the display panel (column 3, lines 32 - 35 where lenses 
that focus images can be a magnifier). 

9. Regarding claim 7, Fergason, as applied to claim 1 above, further teaches the 
display panel comprises an active matrix circuit (column 6, line 56). 

10. Regarding claim 8, Yamauchi (Fig. 1), as applied to claim 1 above, further 
teaches a camera (60, column 4, lines 25 - 26). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 9, Fergason (Fig. 3), as applied to claim 1 above, further 
teaches the light source comprises a plurality of red (both 2r LEDs shown), a plurality of 
green (both 2g LEDs shown), and a plurality of blue LEDs (both 2b LEDs shown). 
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12. Regarding claim 10, Fergason, as applied to claim 1 above, further teaches the 
display panel (3) and the sequential color circuit (5) are positioned in a display module 
housing (61) and Yamauchi (Fig. 4) teaches a display module housing (21, 24, 54, 55, 
48) that is attached to a transceiver (52 and 53) housing (headset shown in Fig. 5). 

13. Regarding claim 1 1 , Fergason, as applied to claim 1 above, further teaches a 
head mountable mechanism (column 3, lines 33 - 35). 

14. Regarding claim 12, Fergason, as applied to claim 1 above, further teaches a 
control processor coupled (5) to the sequential color circuit (column 3, lines 57 - 65, 
where the control processor performs the sequential operation of the display and 
therefore the circuits are coupled). 

15. Regarding claim 14, Fergason, as applied to claim 1 above, further teaches the 
display panel comprises an active matrix circuit (column 6, line 56) bonded to a 
transmissive substrate (column 7, lines 6 - 9). 

16. Claim 15 shares the same limitations as those in claim 1 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same, however, claim 15 further includes generating a 
plurality of image subframes for each color frame, each subframe representing a 
different color. Fergason further teaches generating a plurality of image subframes for 
each color frame, each subframe representing a different color (column 5, lines 33 - 59, 
where, where each color illumination constitutes a separate subframe of image data and 
when the subframes for each color are put together a user sees a multicolor image). 

17. Claim 18 shares the same limitations as those in claim 7 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 
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18. Claim 20 shares the same limitations as those in claim 1 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

19. Claim 21 shares the same limitations as those in claim 2 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

20. Claim 25 shares the same limitations as those in claim 6 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

21 . Claim 26 shares the same limitations as those in claim 7 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

22. Claim 27 shares the same limitations as those in claim 8 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

23. Claim 28 shares the same limitations as those in claim 9 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

24. Claim 29 shares the same limitations as those in claim 10 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

25. Claim 30 shares the same limitations as those in claim 1 1 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

26. Claim 31 shares the same limitations as those in claim 12 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

27. Claims 3, 16, 17, 34, 35, 38 - 44 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Fergason in view of Yamauchi, as applied to claim 1 above 
and further in view of US Patent 5,048,077 to Wells et al. (Wells). 
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28. Regarding claim 3, Fergason in view of Yamauchi, as applied to claim 1 above, is 
lacking a telephone, however, Wells teaches a phone handset (1) which incorporates a 
miniature visual display in a headset (Fig. 2). 

29. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the head mounted display as taught by Fergason in 
view of Yamauchi to incorporate telephone features as taught by Wells for the benefit of 
transmitting and receiving both voice and data signals (column 4, lines 31 - 38). 

30. Claim 16 shares the same limitations as those in claim 3 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

31 . Claim 1 7 shares the same limitations as those in claim 1 0 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same, however, claim 17, further includes a display 
module pivotably coupling a display to the telephone. Yamauchi, as applied to claim 16 
above, further teaches (Figs. 1 and 4) a display module (2) pivotably coupled to the 
transceiver (52 and 53) by a hinge (4, column 2, lines 38 - 54). 

32. Claim 34 shares the same limitations as those in claims 1 , 3 and 10 and 
therefore the rationale for rejection will be the same. 

33. Claim 35 shares the same limitations as those in claim 2 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

34. Claim 38 shares the same limitations as those in claim 6 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

35. Claim 39 shares the same limitations as those in claim 7 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 
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36. Claim 40 shares the same limitations as those in claim 8 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

37. Claim 41 shares the same limitations as those in claim 9 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

38. Claim 42 shares the same limitations as those in claim 10 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

39. Claim 43 shares the same limitations as those in claim 1 1 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

40. Claim 44 shares the same limitations as those in claim 12 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

41 . Claim 46 shares the same limitations as those in claim 14 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

42. Claims 4, 5, 19, 23, 24 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fergason in view of Yamauchi, as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of US Patent 4,959,642 to Sharpies. 

43. Regarding claim 4, Fergason in view of Yamauchi is lacking the specific structure 
surrounding the LED light source and therefore is lacking a reflector around the LEDs. 
However, Sharpies (Fig. 3) teaches a reflector (42) around the LEDs (column 5, lines 53 
-58) 

44. Regarding claim 5, Sharpies further teaches a diffuser (44). 



Application/Control Number: 09/910,131 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2674 

45. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the LED light source as taught by Fergason in view of 
Yamauchi with a reflector and diffuser as taught by Sharpies for the benefit of uniformly 
distributing light from LEDs to the display (column 5, lines 57 - 58). 

46. Regarding claim 19, Fergason in view of Yamauchi do not explicitly describe a 
backlight, but do provide LEDs as an illumination source (Fergason, 2r, 2g, 2b), 
however, Sharpies teaches the illumination source is also an LED used to backlight an 
LCD (column 3, lines 25 - 29). 

47. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to illuminate the LCD as taught by Fergason in view of 
Yamauchi using a backlight as taught by Sharpies for the benefit of uniformly 
distributing light from LEDs to the display (column 5, lines 57 - 58). 

48. Claim 23 shares the same limitations as those in claim 4 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

49. Claim 24 shares the same limitations as those in claim 5 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

50. Claim 33 shares the same limitations as those in claim 14 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

51 . Claims 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fergason in view of Yamauchi as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view of US 
Patent 5,337,068 to Stewart et al. (Stewart). 
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52. Regarding claim 13, Fergason in view of Yamaguchi teach a display that has a 
control circuit to provide a field sequential display system that sequentially displays 
each color (Fergason, column 3, lines 57 - 65), but is lacking a memory. However, 
Stewart teaches a field sequential display system to sequentially drive the display with 
successive red, green, and blue video in accordance with a sequential flashing of red, 
green and blue backlights. Steward further teaches a memory (column 5, line 24). 

53. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the control circuit for generating colors in sequence 
as taught by Fergason in view of Yamauchi by adding a memory as taught by Stewart 
for the benefit of holding a frame of video information consisting of the color information 
to be displayed (column 5, lines 20 - 33). 

54. Claims 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fergason in view of Yamauchi and Wells as applied to claim 34 above, and further 
in view of Sharpies. 

55. Claim 36 shares the same limitations as those in claim 6 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

56. Claim 37 shares the same limitations as those in claim 5 and therefore the 
rationale for rejection will be the same. 

57. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the LED light source as taught by Fergason in view of 
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Yamauchi and Wells with a reflector and diffuser as taught by Sharpies for the benefit of 
uniformly distributing light from LEDs to the display (column 5, lines 57 - 58). 

Conclusion 

58. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following publications have been included to show head- 
mounted devices and display devices and their light sources: 



a. 


US Patent 5,003,300 to Wells 


b. 


US Patent 5,040,058 to Beamon, III 


c. 


US Patent 5,499, 138 to Iba 


d. 


US Patent 5,539,578 to Togino 


e. 


US Patent 5,581 ,271 to Kraemer 


f. 


US Patent 6,639,570 to Furness, III et al. 


g. 


US Patent 5,153,574 to Kondo 


h. 


US Patent Application Publication to Gleckman 




Response to Arguments 



59. Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed 17 November 2004, with respect to 
the rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-21, 23-31, 33-44 and 46 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
Fergason and Yamauchi. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter Prizio whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7699. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (7:30-5:00), 
alternating Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick N. Edouard can be reached on (571) 272-7603. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Peter Prizio 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2674 



Prizio 

March 10, 2005 





